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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office action is in response to the Request for Continued Examination filed 19 
October 2007. 

C/a/7n Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out 
his invention. 

Claims 1 and 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. Specifically, claims 1 and 7-9 include the limitation "spatial locations that 
virtually represent physical areas owned and occupied by a first user". However, the examiner 
can find no support in the specification for the virtual representation of physical areas owned 
and occupied by a user. As a result, claims depending from claims 1 and 7-9 are similarly 
rejected. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1-2, 5, and 7-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Estrada et al (US Patent 6,732,148), hereinafter Estrada, Hatlelid et al (US Patent 6,772,195), 
hereinafter Hatlelid and Bunney et al (US Patent 6,446,1 12), hereinafter Bunney. The claim 
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rejections are furtlier supported by mIRC Version Notes taken from 
http://www.mirc.co.uk/versions.txt . hereinafter mIRC Version Notes. 

Regarding claims 1 and 7-9, Estrada teaches storing a user space and a list of spatial 
locations (the use of collaboration tools such as email, chat rooms, electronic whiteboards, or 
conferencing software, at col. 1 , lines 52-60) and a list of users associated with a virtual space 
being generated by a first user and includes at least one second user denied admission to the 
user space and at least one second user granted admission to the user space (taught as the 
security of different virtual rooms through the use of access control lists [ACLs] that determine 
the level of access users are allowed for the virtual space, at col. 15, line 54 through col. 16, line 
25), where the list of predetermined spatial locations is designated by the first user (taught as 
the creation of rooms and pages at col. 5, lines 50-65), placing means for placing the list of 
predetermined spatial locations stored in the storage means in a predetermined user space in 
the virtual space in response to an instruction from the first user (taught as the "place creation" 
method and database storage of col. 18, lines 14-22). 

However, Estrada fails to explicitly teach notifying means for notifying the first user when 
a second user makes a request for admission to the user space occupied by the first user, 
determining means for determining, based on the request for admission, whether the second 
user is denied admission to the user space or granted admission to the user space based on 
the list of users stored in the storage means, and control means for controlling admission of the 
second user to the user space based on a response from the first user, the response being 
based on the determination made by the determining means. Estrada further fails to explicitly 
teach the storing of at least one list of users associated with a chat session within the user 
space. 
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Hatlelid teaches a virtual world chat environment similar to that of Estrada. Furthermore, 
Hatlelid teaches notifying means for notifying the first user when a second user makes a request 
for admission to the user space occupied by the first user (taught as the "ask permission" option 
by which a new user must prompt a room initiator for permission to join the chat, at col, 1, lines 
1-18), and control means for controlling admission of the second user to the user space based 
on a response from the first user, the response being based on the determination made by the 
determining means (inherent in that a room initiator may accept or deny a request to join a 
chat). Furthermore, Hatlelid explicitly teaches storing a list of users associated with a chat 
session within the user space, taught as the ability of a user initiating a chat session to list the 
usernames or other identifiers of other users invited to a chat session, at col. 5. lines 13-20. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Estrada and Hatlelid before him at the time the invention was made to modify the 
virtual space security of Estrada to include the notifying and control means of Hatlelid. One 
would have been motivated to make such a combination, as one of the goals of Estrada is to 
provide increased security in a virtual space, at col. 32, lines 31-34 and lines 39-42. 

However, Estrada and Hatlelid fail to explicitly teach processing means for maintaining a 
user space within the virtual space, wherein the user space comprises spatial locations that 
virtually represent physical areas owned and occupied by a first user, and wherein the first user 
controls admission of other users within the user space for chat sessions with the first user, and 
the list of users associated with a chat session including at least one second user denied 
admission to the user space. Furthermore, Estrada and Hatlelid fail to explicitly teach 
determining, based on the request for admission, whether the second user is denied admission 
to the user space or granted admission to the user space based on the list of users stored in the 
storage means. 
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Bunney teaches the use of Internet Relay Chat (IRC) protocol and commands similar to 
the chat environments of Estrada and Hatlelid. Furthermore, Bunney teaches the inclusion of 
ACLs, similar to those of Estrada, that regulate access to a chat environment (see col. 2, lines 
1-3). mIRC Version Notes detail that as far back as 1995 IRC programs supported "ban lists" 
for specifying which users are denied admission to a particular chat environment. Furthermore, 
Bunney teaches processing means for maintaining a user space within the virtual space, 
wherein the user space comprises spatial locations that virtually represent physical areas 
owned and occupied by a first user, and wherein the first user controls admission of other users 
within the user space for chat sessions with the first user, and determining, based on the 
request for admission, whether the requesting user is denied admission to the user space or 
granted admission to the user space based on the list of users stored in the storage means, as 
the "ban lists" described by mIRC and the ACLs described by Bunney are implemented for the 
specific reason of denying and allowing specific users access to specific virtual spaces, as is 
well known in the art, and supported in mIRC (see 02/03/95 number 9) and Bunney (see col. 2, 
lines 1-3 and col. 1 1 , lines 50-60). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Estrada, Hatlelid and Bunney before him at the time the invention was made to 
modify the chat environment of Estrada and Hatlelid to include the admission denial lists of 
Bunney. One would have been motivated to make such a combination for the advantage of 
allowing a user more control over the access to their chat environments. 

Regarding claim 2, Hatlelid inherently teaches notifying means being configured to 
provide at least one of a visual and audible notification to the first user, in that a room initiator 
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may accept or deny a request to join a chat, and therefore the system must alert the user to the 
request in some fashion. 

Regarding claim 5, Estrada teaches storage means for storing first entry information 
generated by the first user to allow other users to enter the user space (taught as the security of 
different virtual rooms through the use of access control lists [ACLs] that determine the level of 
access users are allowed for the virtual space, at col. 15, line 54 through col. 16, line 25), 
distributing means for distributing the first entry information stored in the storage means to the 
second user in response to an instruction from the first user (taught as the ability for a user to 
change the ACLs, at col. 16, lines 4-25). 

Bunney teaches determining means for determining whether entry information used by 
the second user to gain access to the user space matches the first entry information stored in 
the storage means when the second user uses the first entry information distributed by the 
distributing means to make a request for admission to the user space, wherein when the 
determining means determines that the entry information used by the second user matches the 
first entry information stored In the storage means (taught as the use of "ban lists" and ACLs 
described by Bunney and mIRC), the notification by the notifying means is terminated, and the 
control means permits the second user admission to the user space (taught inherently through 
the combination of Estrada, Hatlelid and Bunney, as a user given access rights in an ACL would 
inherently not need to ask permission to join a space, and therefore no notification would be 
necessary). 

Regarding claim 10, Estrada teaches storing a list of users designated by the first user 
as those denied admission to a virtual space (taught as the security of different virtual rooms 
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through the use of access control lists [ACLs] that determine the level of access users are 
allowed for the virtual space, at col. 15, line 54 through col. 16. line 25), determining whether the 
second user is on the list when the second user makes the request for admission to the virtual 
space (taught as the ACLs and room security of col. 15, line 54 through col. 16, line 26), and 
terminating notification and denying the second user admission to the virtual space when it is 
determined that the second user is on the list (taught inherently through the combination of 
Estrada and Hatlelid, as a user denied access rights in an ACL would be denied access 
accordingly, and no notification would be necessary). 



Regarding claim 11, Estrada teaches storing a list of users designated by the first user 
as those permitted admission to a virtual space (taught as the security of different virtual rooms 
through the use of access control lists [ACLs] that determine the level of access users are 
allowed for the virtual space, at col. 15, line 54 through col. 16, line 25), determining whether the 
second user is on the list when the second user makes the request for admission to the virtual 
space (taught as the ACLs and room security of col. 15, line 54 through coL 16, line 26), and 
terminating notification and permitting the second user admission to the virtual space when it is 
determined that the second user is on the list (taught inherently through the combination of 
Estrada and Hatlelid, as a user given access rights in an ACL would inherently not need to ask 
permission to join a space, and therefore no notification would be necessary). 

Regarding claim 12, Estrada teaches storing first entry information generated by the first 
user to allow other users to enter the user space (taught as the security of different virtual rooms 
through the use of access control lists [ACLs] that determine the level of access users are 
allowed for the virtual space, at coL 15, line 54 through col. 16, line 25), distributing the first 
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entry information stored in the storage means to the second user in response to an instruction 
from the first user (taught as the ability for a user to change the ACLs, at col. 16, lines 4-25). 

Bunney teaches determining whether entry information used by the second user to gain 
access to the virtual space matches the first entry information stored in the storage means when 
the second user uses the first entry information distributed by the distributing means to make a 
request for admission to the user space wherein when the determining means determines that 
the entry information used by the second user matches the first entry information stored in the 
storage means (taught as the use of "ban lists" and ACLs described by Bunney and mIRC), the 
notification by the notifying means is terminated, and the control means permits the second user 
admission to the user space (taught inherently through the combination of Estrada. Hatlelid and 
Bunney, as a user given access rights in an ACL would inherently not need to ask permission to 
join a space, and therefore no notification would be necessary). 

Regarding claim 13, Estrada teaches storing a list of predetermined spatial locations in 
the virtual space, the spatial locations being designated by the first user, and placing the stored 
list in predetermined space in the virtual space in response to an instruction from the first user, 
taught as the security of different virtual rooms through the use of access control lists [ACLs] 
that determine the level of access users are allowed for the virtual space, at col. 15. line 54 
through col. 16, line 25. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 19 October 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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Applicant argues that Estrada, Hatlelid, and Bunney fail to teach the amended limitation 
of "maintaining a user space within the virtual space, wherein the user space comprises spatial 
locations that virtually represent physical areas owned and occupied by a first user, and wherein 
the first user controls admission of other users within the user space for chat sessions with the 
first user". As noted above, no such support exists in the specification for the limitation "spatial 
locations that virtually represent physical areas owned and occupied by a first user". Therefore, 
the claimed ''physical areas owned and occupied by a first user" are deemed analogous to the 
virtual chat environments of Estrada, Hatlelid, and Bunney. 

Applicant states on page 8 of the remarks that the present amendment has "further 
clarified that the apparatus/method/computer program is directed to a virtual space that is 
related to a "virtual world" instead of a rendered web page." However, the examiner notes that 
no such "virtual world" distinguishable from a rendered web page is specifically claimed. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 
5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, Estrada, Hatlelid and Bunney are all directed to multiple user 
communications through virtual environments, and methods for administering such 
environments. 

In response to applicant's argument that Estrada is nonanalogous art for failure to relate 
to IRC technology, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of 
applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which 
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the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the clainned 
invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
the "rooms" of Estrada may be considered a virtual space, similar to those taught by Hatlelid 
and Bunney, and also those required by the claim language. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Michael Roswell whose telephone number is (571) 272-4055. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 6:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (571) 272-4048. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

TADESSE HAILU 



Conclusion 




Michael Roswell 
1/4/2008 



